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ATTACHMENT B-3a

DRAFT
SAN DIEGO COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT
REISSUANCE ANALYSIS SUMMARY

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
May 7, 2004

I. INTRODUCTION

Prior to beginning the process for reissuance of the San Diego County Municipal Storm
Water Permit (Order No. 2001-01), the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Diego Region (Regional Board) has aimed to identify the permitting approach which
will best protect water quality for the next permit term while also satisfying the interests
of the various stakeholders. It is anticipated that the permitting approach sought by the
Regional Board will serve as a starting point which will focus the efforts of the Regional
Board and stakeholders during the re-issuance process. The current permit expires on
February 21, 2006; therefore it is anticipated that the next permit will be re-issued prior to
that date.

This report summarizes the analysis undertaken by the Regional Board to identify its
preferred permitting approach for the next storm water permit for San Diego County.
The Regional Board’s preferred permitting approach for the next permit is identified and
discussed in section IV of this report.

II. BACKGROUND
A. Current Regulatory Approach - Order No. 2001-01

Order No. 2001-01 regulates the 21 Phase I municipal storm water Copermittees located
within 10 major watersheds of San Diego County. This permit holds the local
government accountable for the impacts of its land use decisions on water quality. The
permit recognizes that each of the three major stages in the urbanization process
(development planning, construction, and the use or operational stage) is controlled by and
must be authorized by the local government. Accordingly, the permit focuses on measures
that the local government must implement, or require others to implement, to reduce
pollutant discharges during each of the three stages of urbanization.

The responsibilities of the Copermittees under Order No. 2001-001, however, are not
limited to addressing the water quality impacts of urbanization within their jurisdiction.
Each Copermittee is responsible for working with the other Copermittees on water quality
issues within their shared watersheds. This is because urban runoff generated in various
Copermittee jurisdictions does not follow jurisdictional boundaries, but rather travels
through many jurisdictions while flowing through and to receiving waters. Collectively,
the Copermittees within a watershed each contribute to the cumulative pollutant load that is
conveyed in urban runoff by their interconnected municipal separate storm sewer systems



(MS4s) to the receiving waters. Therefore, each Copermittee has shared responsibility for
the impacts of its urbanization on the watershed in which it is located.

The existing permit, by including watershed-based requirements, calls for the
Copermittees to address water quality issues on a watershed basis in addition to their
jurisdictional activities. The Copermittees are required to identify and prioritize major
water quality problems in the watersheds and the likely sources of the problems; develop
an implementation schedule of short- and long-term activities necessary to address the
highest priority water quality problems; and identify the Copermittee(s) responsible for
implementing each activity. Public participation, watershed-based land use planning,
education, and long-term effectiveness assessment are also activities which are required
on a watershed basis.

B. New Paradigm for Storm Water Permits

In recent years, addressing water quality issues from a watershed perspective has
increasingly gained attention. Regarding watershed-based permitting, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Watershed-Based NPDES Permitting Policy
Statement issued on Jan. 7, 2004 states the following:

EPA continues to support a holistic watershed approach to water quality management.
The process for developing and issuing NPDES permits on a watershed basis is an
important tool in water quality management. EPA believes that developing and issuing
NPDES permits on a watershed basis can benefit all watershed stakeholders, from the
NPDES permitting authority to local community members. A watershed-based approach
to point source permitting under the NPDES program may serve as one innovative tool
for achieving new efficiencies and environmental results. EPA believes that watershed-
based permitting can:

- lead to more environmentally effective results;

- emphasize measuring the effectiveness of targeted actions on improvements in water
quality;

- provide greater opportunities for trading and other market based approaches;

- reduce the cost of improving the quality of the nation’s waters;

- foster more effective implementation of watershed plans, including total maximum
daily loads (TMDLs); and

- realize other ancillary benefits beyond those that have been achieved under the
Clean Water Act (e.g., facilitate program integration including integration of Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act programs).

Watershed-based permitting is a process that ultimately produces NPDES permits that
are issued to point sources on a geographic or watershed basis. In establishing point
source controls in a watershed-based permit, the permitting authority may focus on
watershed goals, and consider multiple pollutant sources and stressors, including the
level of nonpoint source control that is practicable. In general, there are numerous

o



permitting mechanisms that may be used to develop and issue permits within a watershed
approach.

This EPA guidance is in line with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and
Regional Board watershed management goals. For example, the SWRCB’s Urban
Runoff Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) recommends watershed-based water
quality protection, stating “Municipal permits should have watershed specific
components.” The TAC further recommends that “All NPDES permits and Waste
Discharge Requirements should be considered for reissuance on a watershed basis.”

In addition, the San Diego Region Basin Plan states that “public agencies and private
organizations concerned with water resources have come to recognize that a comprehensive
evaluation of pollutant contributions on a watershed scale is the only way to realistically
assess cumulative impacts and formulate workable strategies to truly protect our water
resources. Both water pollution and habitat degradation problems can best be solved by
following a basin-wide approach.”

In light of EPA’s policy statement and the SWRCB’s and Regional Board’s watershed
management goals, the Regional Board seeks to expand watershed management in the
regulation of urban runoff. Watershed-based MS4 permits can provide for more effective
receiving water quality protection. The entire watershed for the receiving water can be
assessed, allowing for critical areas and practices to be targeted for corrective actions.
Known sources of pollutants of concern can be investigated for potential water quality
impacts. Problem areas can then be addressed, leading to eventual improvements in
receiving water quality. Management of urban runoff on a watershed basis allows for
specific water quality problems to be targeted so that efforts result in maximized water
quality improvements.

C. Other Watershed-based Storm Water Permitting Efforts

Surprisingly, not all the Regional Boards in California have watershed management
elements in the MS4 permits that they have adopted. Equally surprising, the Regional
Board found that some storm water permits in other parts of the country that are considered
watershed-based permits are not as comprehensive, prescriptive, and as advanced in terms
of a watershed approach as the current storm water permit for San Diego County. The
existing storm water permit already is a progressive, watershed-based permit compared to
some other so-called watershed-based permits in place elsewhere.

Of particular note, however, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality has recently
issued a permit which collectively regulates four wastewater facilities and a MS4 located
within a single watershed. This permit allows for trading of pollutant credits among point
sources covered by the permit in an attempt to bring the entire watershed into compliance
with water quality standards. Issuance of this permit was eased by the fact that all point
sources within the watershed are owned by a single entity.



III. METHODOLOGY
A. Initial Screening

The Regional Board started its evaluation of the reissuance of the next storm water permit
for San Diego County by identifying various permitting approaches which can be
pursued. Six representative alternatives were initially identified: 1) continue with
current MS4 permit; 2) enhance the Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program
(WURMP) section of the current MS4 permit; 3) establish one MS4 permit for the San
Diego Region; 4) establish one MS4 permit for each permittee; 5) establish MS4 permits
based upon current TMDLs/impaired waterbodies; and 6) establish permits based on
watersheds. These alternatives were intended to encompass the broad range of permit
options available while not considering all possible permutations of each alternative.

These six alternatives were then preliminarily screened based on such basic factors as
meeting Regional Board goals, watershed management effectiveness, and ease of
implementation. The initial screening resulted in the elimination of several of the
alternatives, due to their failure to forward the Regional Board's general goal of
addressing water quality problems on a watershed basis. Other alternatives were
eliminated due to issues such as difficulty in administration or lack of adequate
supporting data.

B. Options Analyzed

Following this initial screening of the alternatives, two alternatives for municipal storm
water regulation were identified which could best promote watershed management within
the region and support stakeholder interests, while also meeting other program
constraints. These two alternatives were considered for this analysis: 1) establish a MS4
permit for San Diego County with an enhanced watershed requirement section and 2)
establish MS4 permits in San Diego County based on watersheds for as many as eight
watersheds. These alternatives are described in more detail below.

Alternative A

Alternative A is essentially the current San Diego County MS4 Permit with an enhanced
and expanded WURMP section. This alternative would continue to include a
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURMP) component, which would
serve as a baseline level of effort that all Copermittees must implement across all
watersheds. This JURMP section could potentially be slightly less stringent than the
current JURMP section, in order to compensate for the expanded WURMP section. The
WURMP section would contain increased detail and specificity, identifying water quality
problems in each watershed, together with a focus on best management practice (BMP)
requirements targeting the identified water quality problems. Formalized participation in
WURMP efforts would also be required.



Alternative B

Alternative B is the regulation of San Diego County MS4s through the issuance of
several permits based on watersheds or groups of watersheds. These permits would not
include a JURMP section; instead, JURMP-type requirements would be incorporated into
the WURMP sections of the permits. In these permits, each watershed would have a
different set of requirements for each of its land use types (commercial, industrial,
residential, etc.) These requirements would be based on the prominent water quality
problems within the watershed. Since each watershed would have different requirements,
there would not be a set of baseline requirements required of all Copermittees in all
watersheds. Formalized participation in WURMP efforts would also be required.

C. Factors to be Considered in the Analysis

The Regional Board identified factors to be used to assess the two permit alternatives.
The factors represent different issues which can be affected by the next San Diego
County storm water permit. For ease during analysis, these factors were grouped under
the following key categories: 1) Water Quality; 2) Regional Board; 3) Copermittees; and
4) Other Stakeholders. The factors considered in the analysis are described below,
together with information on the premises and inferences which were necessary to
conduct the analysis.

Water Quality

For the Water Quality category, the Regional Board evaluated each of the two permit
alternatives in terms of the following factors: ability to obtain short-term water quality
improvements, ability to obtain long-term water quality improvements, ability to
facilitate efforts to address water quality problems which go beyond storm water
discharges, ability to improve pollution prevention programs, and ability to address water
quality impairments without TMDL implementation. Inferences that were used when
evaluating the factors for each alternative were based on the Regional Board’s knowledge
of the implementation and effectiveness of current storm water programs. This included
consideration of compliance evaluation findings, as well as information found in annual
reports and monitoring reports.

Regional Board

Under this category, the Regional Board evaluated the potential impact of the two permit
alternatives on Regional Board resources, programs and activities, as well as the two
permit alternatives’ consistency with SWRCB and Regional Board plans and policies.
The evaluation of the two permit alternatives’ impacts on Regional Board resources
focused on the time and effort it would take to prepare the permit(s), conduct report
reviews, conduct inspections, investigate complaints, handle cases, manage the program,
and conduct enforcement under either permit alternative. In determining Regional Board
staff time needed for the above mentioned tasks, unit cost factors developed by the
SWRCB were used.



Other factors affecting the Regional Board which were assessed include each permit
alternative’s effect on Regional Board institutional resistance, Regional Board overall
efficiency, Regional Board staff organization, Regional Board consistency with its
Strategic Plan, Regional Board ability to address water quality impairments without
TMDL implementation, Regional Board GIS compatibility, Regional Board compliance
assurance, other Regional Board programs, potential watershed-based NPDES permits,
and statewide consistency. Evaluations of these factors were based on informal staff
surveys and interviews and the collective experience of the Regional Board.

Copermittees

The Copermittee category assessed the Copermittees’ likely acceptance of either
alternative, potential impacts to Copermittee resources, regional and statewide
consistency, permit flexibility, and Copermittee willingness to collaborate. Inferences
that were necessary when evaluating the factors for each permit alternative were based on
current Copermittee behavior and program implementation. Consideration was also
given to the ability of a single Copermittee to develop multiple and different storm water
regulations for each watershed within their jurisdiction; the desire on the part of
Copermittees for consistent storm water programs; and the current financial climate.

Other Stakeholders

The Other Stakeholders category (all interested parties other than the Copermittees)
assessed each of the two alternatives’ potential impacts on stakeholder involvement,
stakeholder support, and ability to attract financial assistance to the region. The Other
Stakeholders category included consideration of environmental, watershed, construction
and industry, political, and public stakeholder groups. Inferences that were used when
evaluating the factors for each alternative were based on currently understood stakeholder
activities and positions.

D. Analysis

Each of the two permit alternatives were assessed for each factor discussed above. Based
on this assessment, it was attempted to identify a preferred alternative for each factor
when adequate information was known. However, it is important to note that it was
sometimes difficult to identify a preferred alternative for some factors, due to lack of
information or similarity between the two permit alternatives for a given factor.

Once the preferred alternative was identified for each factor where possible, each of the
two permit alternatives was assessed to determine how often it was identified as the
preferred alternative. Based on the number of times each permit alternative was
identified as the preferred alternative, as well as the relative importance of the factors for
which an alternative was preferred, a final overall preferred alternative was identified
(discussed below). Due to occasional lack of adequate information and factors for which
the two permit alternatives were largely indistinguishable, the final preferred alternative



was identified based upon those factors where adequate information existed and a
relatively clear distinction between the alternatives was possible.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

An overall review of the various factors which were considered indicates that Alternative
A is the most appropriate permit alternative for the next San Diego County storm water
permit. Alternative A is the permitting approach which will continue the use of the
current jurisdictional requirements, but will also expand the watershed-based
requirements of the permit. Alternative A was identified as the preferred permitting
approach for more factors than Alternative B. In addition, Alternative A was more
frequently identified as the preferred permit alternative for factors which were considered
most important.

In terms of the Water Quality category of factors, Alternative A is the most appropriate
permit alternative over the short-term, while Alternative B appears to be the more
appropriate permit alternative long-term. Alternative A is also the best permit alternative
for both the Regional Board and Copermittee categories of factors. However, for the
Other Stakeholder category of factors, Alternative B appears to be the more appropriate
permit alternative. These findings are discussed below.

A. Water Quality

Of the factors considered which pertain to water quality, the key factors considered were
the two permit alternatives’ potential impacts on short- and long-term water quality.
Alternative A promises to result in greater short term water quality improvements, while
Alternative B over a longer time frame would be expected to result in greater long-term
water quality benefits.

Both Alternatives A and B, in implementing a watershed approach in the implementation
of storm water programs, are expected to result in water quality improvements within
watersheds. Also, both permit alternatives are expected to result in permanent, long-term
improvements. The advantage of Alternative A is that current ongoing efforts by
Copermittees to improve water quality most likely will proceed uninterrupted.
Copermittees under Alternative A will be required to expand and improve existing
watershed efforts, which will allow for program continuity. Implementation of
Alternative B, on the other hand, would likely divert Copermittee resources away from
some current work to abate storm water pollution while the Copermittees reorganize their
programs based on watersheds. For these reasons, it is anticipated that Alternative A is
the best permit approach in terms of short-term water quality.

Over the long-term, the Alternative B watershed permits are believed to have greater
potential for water quality improvements due to their ability to focus directly on specific
water quality problems. However, implementation of Alternative A at this time does not
preclude the implementation of Alternative B as a long-term step in the future. In fact,
Alternative A can serve as a logical interim step before implementing watershed-based



permits. In addition, while Alternative B could have a more overall positive long-term
impact on water quality than Alternative A, the Regional Board is not as confident about
this as we are about the short-term benefits associated with Alternative A. It is-also
important to note that Alternative A includes significant expansion and improvement of
existing watershed-based requirements by simply incorporating these additional
watershed-based requirements into the current regulatory framework.

Moreover, the Regional Board can continue to assess watershed permits as a long-term
strategy while implementing the interim step of expanded watershed-based permit
requirements found in Alternative A. For example, Copermittee monitoring programs are
currently watershed-based, and continued monitoring over the next permit cycle may

. provide sufficient data to determine trends and issues that should be addressed in future
watershed-based permits.

Therefore, the Regional Board finds that Alternative A is the most prudent permitting
approach for the protection of water quality at this time.

B. Regional Board

Of the factors considered which pertain to the Regional Board, the key factors considered
dealt with the two permit alternatives’ potential impacts on Regional Board resources.
Alternative A is the preferred permitting approach because it is anticipated that it will
result in Regional Board resources being used more efficiently. It is estimated that 1t will
cost the Regional Board an additional 0.75 to 2.1 PYs to prepare the multiple watershed
permits necessary under Alternative B versus the single permit under Alternative A. In
addition, it is estimated that management of the permits under Alternative B will cost an
additional 0.8 PYs per year. These additional resources necessary to prepare and manage
the permits will reduce Regional Board efforts in report reviews, inspections, complaint
investigations, and enforcement activities in the municipal, construction, and industrial
storm water programs.

While implementation of Alternative A is expected to be more efficient in the short term,
Alternative B could be more efficient in the long run depending upon its effectiveness.
For example, Alternative B could facilitate TMDL implementation or facilitate
development of comprehensive watershed-based NPDES permits that regulate all point
source discharges within given watersheds. However, these potential future benefits are
outweighed by the more likely near-term benefits of Alternative A. Alternative A does
not necessitate a reduction in current Regional Board compliance activities, which would
be detrimental to maintaining the progress made by the Copermittees in developing storm
water management programs. In addition, Alternative A allows for the continuance of
providing important feedback to the Copermittees that results from report reviews,
inspections, attending meetings, and enforcement actions. These activities are critical at
this point in the logical growth of the storm water regulatory program.

For these reasons, Alternative A is the best permitting approach for the Regional Board at
this time.



C. Copermittees

Alternative A allows Copermittees to continue the efforts they started with Order No.
2001-01; limits the number of significant changes to their programs; allows them to still
be treated equally; and allows them to apply the same regulations throughout their
jurisdictions. Copermittees are still working on implementing all of the requirements of
the current storm water permit and may be more receptive to an enhanced WURMP
section rather than a watershed permit. For these reasons, Alternative A appears to be the
permitting approach which would meet Copermittee needs and receive their support.

D. Other Stakeholders

Alternative B appears to be the Alternative which best meets the interests of other
stakeholders (all interested parties other than the Copermittees). Alternative B would
most likely generate more stakeholder interest, because of its potential to draw interest to
issues typically outside of storm water. Though it is difficult to determine which
approach would actually receive greater support from stakeholders as a whole,
Alternative B would most likely facilitate other Regional Board interests and goals. For
example, generation of funding for water quality projects in the region could be enhanced
under Alternative B. While the benefits of Alternative B regarding other stakeholders
could be significant, Alternative A also provides important benefits for other
stakeholders, though perhaps to a lesser extent. In light of this, the benefits of Alternative
B for other stakeholders, while important, are found to be less significant than the
benefits of Alternative A for the Water Quality, Regional Board, and Copermittee
categories of factors.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Regional Board should implement Alternative A for the next permit cycle. This will
increase the focus on watershed-based water quality problems and facilitate
implementation of Alternative B in the future.

1. If Alternative A is implemented, the Regional Board needs to significantly change
how the Regional Board currently oversees the municipal storm water program.
The Regional Board’s focus should significantly shift from, but not ignore,
JURMP implementation to an enhanced WURMP implementation.

2. For the current San Diego County MS4 permit’s reissuance, the Regional Board
could use the application process as an opportunity to develop watershed-based
permit conditions, regardless of which alternative is selected.

3. If a group of Copermittees within a watershed wish to pursue a watershed-based
permit for their specific watershed, the Regional Board should attempt to
- accommodate their request. In such an instance, the resultant watershed-based
permit could serve as a pilot permit which could be evaluated for future watershed



permitting efforts.

. The Regional Board should, within the next permit cycle, evaluate the progress
made by the Copermittees in implementing the enhanced WURMP-based
programs and determine whether the Alternative B approach is a viable approach
for all or some of the Copermittees in the future.
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ATTACHMENT 1

for
Draft San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Reissuance Analysis Summary

This attachment provides background information on the analysis conducted in the report
titled “Draft San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit Reissuance Analysis
Summary.” In section III.C of the report, various factors used by the Regional Board to
assess the two permit alternatives for the next San Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit
are identified. Section IIL.D of the report then discusses the steps that were taken to
analyze the two permit alternatives in terms of the identified factors. Section IV of the
report contains a discussion of the analysis of the two permit alternatives and the
conclusions that were drawn regarding the alternatives.

This attachment provides support and background information for the analysis and
conclusions found in Section IV of the report. It identifies the individual factors that
were used to assess the two permit alternatives. These individual factors are grouped into
four categories: Water Quality, Regional Board, Copermittees, and Other Stakeholders.
The assessment conducted with each of the individual factors is outlined below according
to these categories. The primary factors that were considered are first listed as questions,
together with the assumption that was used as the basis for the analysis. The two permit
alternatives are then assessed in terms of each factor in the corresponding table.

The assessments conducted using each factor were then compiled to cumulatively
develop the final analysis and conclusions found in section IV of the report. In many
cases, section IV of the report expands on the assessments discussed in this attachment in
order to develop the final analysis and conclusions found in the report. As such, this
attachment is meant to provide background information for the final analysis and
conclusions found in the report, and should only be considered in conjunction with the
information found in the report.

It is important to note that it was sometimes difficult to identify a preferred alternative for
some individual factors, due to lack of adequate information or occasional similarities
between the two permit alternatives. Where this was the case, best professional judgment
and Regional Board experience was used where possible to identify a preferred
alternative for an individual factor.

A. WATER QUALITY FACTOR ANALYSIS
1. Short-term Water Quality - Will the alternative result in greater short-term water

quality benefits/improvements? Assumption: It would be advantageous for the
alternative to generate short-term water quality benefits and improvements.



Evaluation of Short-term Water Quality

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B

In the first 5 years of the permit It is difficult to predict measurable It is difficult to predict

reissuance, water quality of storm | differences in discharge quality from | measurable differences in

water discharges would improve. | the two alternatives in the first five discharge quality from the two
years of the permit reissuance. alternatives in the first five years
Alternative A, however, would allow | of the permit reissuance. In
Copermittees to continue current attempting Alternative B, some
efforts to reduce pollutants in storm resources of the Copermittees
water discharges. would probably be diverted from

continuing efforts to reduce
pollutants in storm water
discharges in order to reorganize
by watersheds.

In the first 5 years of the permit 1t is difficult to predict measurable It is difficult to predict

reissuance, receiving water differences in receiving water quality | measurable differences in

quality impacted by storm water from the two alternatives in the first | receiving water quality from the

discharges would improve. five years of the permit reissuance. two alternatives in the first five
Alternative A, however, would allow | years of the permit reissuance. In
Copermittees to continue efforts to atternpting Alternative B, some
improve receiving water quality resources of the Copermittees

impacted by storm water discharges. | would probably be diverted from
efforts to improve receiving water
quality in order to reorganize by
watersheds.

Assessment In the short-term Copermittees would most likely spend considerable time
reorganizing on a watershed basis under Alternative B. Alternative B
would probably divert resources from continuing efforts to reduce
pollutants in storm water dischargers and improve receiving water quality.

2. Long-term Water Quality - Will the alternative result in greater long-term water
quality benefits/improvements? Assumption: It would be advantageous for the
alternative to generate long-term and lasting water quality benefits and

improvements.
Evaluation of Long-term Water Quality Improvements
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Beyond the first 5 years of the permit | Implementation of this alternative | Implementation of this
reissuance, water quality of storm would result in improved storm alternative might result in
water discharges would improve. water discharge quality beyond the | greater long-term improvements

first five years. to discharge quality than
Alternative A.

Beyond the first 5 years of the permit | Implementation of this alternative | Implementation of this

reissuance, receiving water quality would result in improved receiving | alternative might result in
would improve. water quality beyond the first five | greater long-term improvements
years. to receiving water quality than
Alternative A.
Assessment Five years beyond the initial permit reissuance, Alternative B, in

better targeting specific water quality problems and promoting greater
coordination and cooperation of Copermittees in watersheds, might
result in greater long-term improvements in quality of storm water
discharges and receiving waters.

3. Addressing a Wider Range of Water Quality Problems - see section B, item 9.



4. Pollution Prevention - Will the alternative result in greater pollution prevention?
Assumption: It would be positive for the alternative to encourage and accelerate
efforts to prevent pollutants from being generated and discharged to surface waters.

Evaluation of Pollution Prevention

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

The alternative would accelerate

discharged to receiving waters.

efforts to prevent storm water related
pollutants from being generated and

This alternative would emphasize
the implementation of an effective
pollution prevention program.

alternative would ensure a

program within a watershed.

Assessment

To the extent that Alternative B results in greater Copermittee

targeting of specific water quality problems and coordination and
cooperation within a watershed, Alternative B would betier ensure a
coordinated pollution prevention program within a watershed.

5. Addressing Water Quality Impairments without TMDLs — see section B, item 6.

B. REGIONAL BOARD FACTOR ANALYSIS

1. Regional Board Resources — Will the alternative require greater or lesser Regional
Board resources to develop and administer? Assumption: The fewer Regional Board
resources that it would take to draft and oversee MS4 permits the better.

Evaluation of Regional Board Resources

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

Permit Preparaticu

a. Order No. 2001-01 requires the
Copermittees to submit Reports
of Waste Discharge (RWDs) in
August 2005. The information
needed in the RWDs is described
in the federal regulations.

b. Staff will review and process
one application.

c. Draft one tentative Order, with
some identification of water
quality issues specific to
watersheds and some
development of specific BMP
requirements

d. One comment period and
hearing series

e. Possible appeal of one Order

Assessment: Using the unit cost
factor for large MS4 permit, the
permitting process will take 1350
hours

a. Additional resources will be
needed for staff to notify and
work with the Copermittees so
that the Copermittees are able to
submit multiple RWDs
describing specific storm water
programs for each watershed.

b. Staff must review and process
multiple applications.

c. Draft several tentative Orders,
with identification of water
quality issues specific to
watersheds and development of
specific BMP requirements

d. Multiple comment periods and
hearing series

e. Possible appeal of multiple
Orders.

Assessment: Based upon our
experience with the Riverside and
Orange Counties MS4 permits
and the unit cost factor for a

Greater that Alternative A, this

coordinated pollution prevention




medium MS4 permit, our
estimate is :

2 permits - 1800 hours
3 permits - 2200 hours
4 permits - 2600 hours
5 permits - 3000 hours
6 permits - 3400 hours
7 permits - 3800 hours
8 permits - 4200 hours
9 permits - 4600 hours
10 permits -5000 hours

Report Reviews - 21 Individual JURMPs - Up to 10 unified JURMPs

- One unified JURMP and WURMPs

- 10 WURMPs - 10 receiving water reports

- One Unified WURMP - Up to 43 individual annual

- One receiving water report reports

- 21 individual annual reports

Assessment: Using cost factors, Assessment: Using unit cost

approx. 1100 hrs per year factors, approx. 1350 hrs per year
Inspections Assume 6 full evaluations and 18 | Additional time will be necessary

inspections using unit cost factors
for large MS4 program.

Assessment: 930 hours per year

to evaluate programs on a
watershed basis rather than a
jurisdictional basis, since
requirements may not be as
explicit and programs could be
more complex.

Assessment: 1280 hours per year

Complaint Investigation

More complaints and requests for
investigations occur as the public
becomes more aware of the MS4
program.

Assessment: 20-30 investigations
a year for 120-180 hours

Alternative B will create more
stakeholder involvement resulting
in more public awareness and
requests for investigations.

Assessment: 30-40 investigations
a year for 180- 240 hours

Case Handling

845 hours per major permit

Based upon unit cost factors, 68
hours for each additional permit.
(for 10 watershed permits, 845 +
(9 x 68) = 1457 hours)

Program Management Unit cost factor for program management is based upon number of
personnel years (PYs). This should be the same for both alternatives.
Enforcement One Cleanup and Abatement Expenditure of resources may be
Order (CAO) in the last five slightly higher as standard
years. enforcement actions may have to
be issued to the same agency for
similar violations under 2 or more
MS4 permits, with permits being
more complex.
Assessment: Assume 1 CAO,
Assessment: 135 hours per year | Average 150 hours per year
Assessment Alternative B will cost approximately 0.75 —2.1 PYs more to prepare

permits and 0.8 PYs more per year to manage than Alternative A




2. Institutional Resistance — Will the alternative generate institutional resistance within
the Regional Board? Assumption: The less internal resistance to the alternative the

better.

Evaluation of Institutional Resistance

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
What potential internal resistance or Support by those who consider the | Support by those who consider
support is there to the alternative? JURMP component of the the future of the WURMP

component of the program to be
critical at this time.

program to be critical at this time.

Assessment

No known significant internal opposition or support for either
alternative at this time.

3. Efficiency — Will the alternative increase Regional Board efficiency? Assumption:
The more the alternative provides an opportunity to produce equivalent results with
less resources, or greater results with equivalent resources, the better.

Evaluation of Efficiency

Criteria

Alternative A [ Alternative B

Costs

As presented under No.1 (Evaluation of Regional Board Resources),.
because it will require more MS4 permits, Alternative B will require
the Regional Board to direct PYs away from current storm water
activities and towards additional permit writing, report reviews and
case handling activities. These resources would be made up by doing
less of something else (i.e. construction storm water inspections,
designating agencies under Phase T, etc.).

Benefits

From a program “bean counting” standpoint, Alternative B would
result in more outputs in terms of permits produced, reports reviewed,
and cases handled (meetings attended, outreach efforts, workshops,
etc.); but would also result in less outputs in terms of audits,
inspections, complaint investigations, and enforcement actions.

Assessment

From a traditional program management standpoint (bean counting),
Alternative A is preferred. From a non-traditional standpoint, the
assessment of efficiency depends upon whether watershed permits
will encourage sufficient initiative by the Copermittees to compensate
for the use of less traditional compliance tools by the Regional Board.

4. Staff Reorganization — Will the alternative require Regional Board staff
reorganization that is not currently planned? Assumption: The more the alternative
is consistent with future plans for staff reorganization the better.

Evaluation of Staff Reorganization

Criteria

Alternative A Alternative B

Assuming the office will in time be
reorganized into watershed teams,
which permit alternative will better
facilitate that change?

Assigning the Permit to multiple
watershed units could make
management of the permit more
complex. Questions such as which
unit is responsible for updating the
permit, attending Copermittee
meetings, and being the primary
contact will need to be resolved.

Watershed permits can be easily
assigned to watershed units.

Assessment

Any impact on staff reorganization is minor at this time.




5. Strategic Plan — Will the alternative be consistent with the Regional Board Strategic
Plan? Assumption: The more the alternative is consistent with the Strategic Plan the

better.

Evaluation of Strategic Plan

Criteria

Alternative A | Alternative B

Organizations are effective,
innovative, and responsive

Alternative B is more innovative than Alternative A.

Surface waters are safe for drinking,
fishing, and swimming, and support
healthy ecosystems and other
beneficial uses

This is assessed in Item A of this attachment.

Individuals and other stakeholders
support our efforts

This is assessed in Item D of this attachment.

Water quality is comprehensively
measured

This is assessed in Item A of this attachment.

Assessment

There is little difference between the alternatives in terms of
consistency with the Strategic Plan.

6. TMDL Implementation — Will the alternative address water quality impairments,
thereby decreasing the need for numerous TMDLs? Assumption: The more the
alternative provides an opportunity to correct water quality impairments without
conducting a TMDL the better.

Evaluation of TMDL Implementation

Criteria

Alternative A Alternative B

How would the alternative require
necessary special studies?

A requirement for special
studies could be specified
anywhere in the permit.

Either as part of the WURMP
section or under special studies in
the Monitoring and Reporting
program.

How would the alternative require
watershed-based monitoring for
pollutants of concern?

Either as part of the WURMP
section or under special studies in
the Monitoring and Reporting
program.

As part of the receiving water
monitoring program.

How would the alternative require
mass loading reductions?

As part of the receiving water
limitations section.

As part of the WURMP
component or receiving water
limitations section.

How would the alternative require
reductions from sources other than
urban runoff , such as from Phase 11
entities, Indian Reservations, etc.?

If other sources can be named as
Copermittees in the watershed
MS4 permit.

Not known if it can be done.

Assessment

Because TMDLs are for sources of pollutants within a watershed,
Alternative B may better provide incentive for addressing water
quality impairments without a TMDL.

7. GIS Compatibility — Will the alternative be compatible with GIS implementation and
promote and enhance its use? Assumption: The more the alternative is conducive to

GIS use the better.

Evaluation of GIS Compatibility

Criteria

Alternative A | Alternative B

Assessment

Any difference between alternatives should be minor.




8. Enforceability/Compliance — Will the alternative promote assessment of compliance
and also be enforceable? Assumption: The easier it is to assess compliance under an
alternative the better.

Evaluation of Enforcement/Compliance

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Has the alternative proven to be Alternative A has proven Less resources will be available
effective? successful in ensuring that for using traditional compliance
Copermittees implement or require | and enforcement tools. By
implementation of BMPs under using Alternative B, reliance is
their JURMPs. placed in nontraditional

compliance methods.
Information is not known to be
available to document success of
nontraditional methods.

Assessment Alternative A, which is based upon explicit requirements and is easier
to enforce, should result in better compliance.

9. Other Programs (Construction Storm Water, Industrial Storm Water, CalTrans Storm
Water, TMDL Implementation, POTW, etc.) — Will the alternative promote and
enhance other Regional Board programs? Assumption: The more the alternative can
result in coordination with other programs the better.

Evaluation of Other Programs

Criteria Alternative A | Alternative B
Basin Planning & Water Quality Alternative B may facilitate coordination with these programs more
Standards than Alternative A by providing a convenient forum to exchange
Non-point Source ideas, identify common concerns and activities, develop priorities, and
Grants coordinate schedules for actions.
TMDLs
Industrial Programs The current focus is to coordinate | If resources need to be diverted
industrial storm water activities of | to manage more MS4 permits,
the Regional Board with the Alternative B may negatively
Copermittees’ JURMP activities. impact this program.
Phase II SW Programs The current focus is to integrate If resources need to be diverted
: Phase II program work into Phase | to manage more MS4 permits,
I program work. Alternative B may negatively
impact this program.
CalTrans The current focus is to integrate If resources need to be diverted
CalTrans program activities into to manage more MS4 permits,
MS4 program activities. Alternative B may negatively
impact this program.
Construction Storm Water The current focus is to ensure If resources need to be diverted
adequate BMPs are being to manage more MS4 permits,
implemented at construction sites. | Alternative B may negatively
impact this program.
Compliance Assurance The current focus is to assess If resources need to be diverted
Copermittee JURMP activities and | to manage more MS4 permits,
provide feedback. This includes Alternative B may negatively
compliance assurance activities to | impact this program.
ensure that Copermittees are
requiring and implementing
adequate BMPs during the




planning and construction phases
of development, as well as at
existing municipal, commercial
and industrial facilities.

Site Mitigation/UST No effect on program
Land Disposal No effect on program
Assessment Alternative B may negatively impact other storm water programs, but

could support Basin Planning & Water Quality Standards, Non-point
Source, and Grants.

10. Watershed-based NPDES Permits — Will the alternative promote and enhance the
issuance of watershed-based NPDES permits? Assumption: The more the alternative
will promote and enhance watershed-based NPDES permits the better.

Evaluation of Watershed-based NPDES Permits

Criteria

Alternative A Alternative B

One vision for future NPDES
permitting is that there would be one
master NPDES permit for all point
source storm water and non-storm
water discharges in a watershed.

Alternative B would be a larger
step in this direction, but could
be even greater if all Phase II
entities, Caltrans and industrial/
construction dischargers were
included.

Alternative A would be a small
step in this direction.

Assessment

Alternative B may provide a bigger boost to developing
comprehensive watershed permits in the future, if there are no legal
barriers to including other types of dischargers.

11. Statewide Consistency - Will the alternative be consistent with other Regional Board
MS4 permits? Assumption: The more the format is consistent with other Regional
Board MS4 permit formats the better, provided the format ensures protection of water

quality.

Evaluation of Statewide Consistency

Criteria

Alternative A | Alternative B

Is the alternative consistent with other
Regional Board MS4 permits?

Alternative B is more inconsistent with other MS4 permits than
Alternative A. However the goals of both alternatives are consistent
with the goals of MS4 permits adopted by other Regional Boards, i.e.
reducing pollutants to MEP and requiring compliance with receiving
water objectives. Both alternatives are also consistent with all State
Board precedential decisions on MS4 permits.

Assessment

Because Alternative A is consistent with previous permits and is more
similar to MS4 permits issued by other Regional Boards, there is less
reason for appeal of the permits to the State Board.

C. COPERMITTEE FACTOR ANALYSIS

1. Acceptance — Will the alternative be viewed positively and with acceptance by the
Copermittees? Assumption: Acceptance and a positive attitude will facilitate permit
implementation and result in fewer challenges of the permit requirements.




Evaluation of Acceptance

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

Copermittees support the
alternative as the correct, next
step in addressing storm water
issues?

Unknown. Based on informal discussions, Copermittees do expect a
move towards watershed permitting, but they have not stated their

opinion of this.

Copermittees willingness to
change?

Alternative A would result in
similar program structure and
implementation, with a change in
focus to support watershed
activities.

Alternative B could result in
Copermittees within more than
one watershed regulating areas of
their City differently from other
areas. Therefore, Copermittees
are less likely to support this
alternative.

Will this alternative result in legal
challenges?

Alternative A may not result in
legal challenges as this is more of
a continuation of the current
program.

Alternative B may result in legal
challenges as this would be a
“new” set of rules.

Assessment

Alternative A would be preferred as it is more similar to the current
program and Copermittees could continue to treat all entities within

their boundaries the same.

2. Copermittee Resources — Will the alternative positively or negatively affect
Copermittee resources? Assumption: The fewer Copermittee resources that it would
take to implement all MS4 permit requirements the better.

Evaluation of Copermittee Resources

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Reporting requirements 10 WURMPs and 1 Unified 2-8 separate watershed reports,
WURMP, in addition to no JURMP required, annual

JURMPs, annual reports,
monitoring report

reports, monitoring reports

Monitoring

Costs shared based on population.

Likely to increase costs due to
multiple monitoring efforts and
data analysis.

Program Implementation

Little difference for Copermittees
and principal permittee, as
program requirements may be
similar.

Likely to increase costs as more
coordination is required
(dependent on number of
watersheds).

Coordination/Meetings May be a slight increase in costs Significant increase over costs of
as a greater emphasis is placed on | Alternative A, as Copermittees’
watershed activities; participation in meetings,
Copermittees are not currently as | monitoring, and reporting is
focused on WURMP as JURMP | expected to increase (dependent
actions. upon number of watersheds).

Assessment While Alternative B appears to result in significant cost increases, it is

more likely that the Copermittees will spend the same amount of
money on the entire program and instead allocate the dollars
differently. This could result in poor program performance in some
areas. Alternative A would retain the positive gains of the JURMP,
while increasing watershed activities.




3. Collaboration — Will the alternative support and enhance collaboration among the
Copermittees? Assumption: Increasing collaboration among Copermittees can make
better use of their resources while addressing storm water issues.

Evaluation of Collaboration

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

‘Which alternative will better
generate collaboration?

Alternative A will require an
increase in collaboration within a
watershed, but will not require
collaboration on all program
elements; Copermittees will still
be individually responsible for
JURMP implementation.

Alternative B will require
collaboration on all aspects of
program implementation.

How have the Copermittees
worked together in the past on

The County of San Diego
provides overall guidance.

County of San Diego guidance
may be limited in some

WURMP efforts? watersheds based on land
holdings.
Legal limitations to collaboration | Unknown Unknown

What level of collaboration will
be required?

Alternative A requires increased
collaboration, but not to the level
of Alternative B.

Alternative B requires
Copermittees to think outside of
jurisdictional boundaries and
implement programs outside of
jurisdictional boundaries that will
benefit water quality within
jurisdictional boundaries.

Assessment

While Alternative B would require greater collaboration among
Copermittees, they have not currently demonstrated an eagerness to
collaborate and jointly address storm water issues at such a scale.
Alternative A would increase the level of collaboration while still

recognizing individual programs.

"4. Flexibility — Does the alternative provide the Copermittees with flexibility in
implementing their programs? Assumption: A more flexible permit would be
preferred by the Copermittees, as this would allow them more choices in achieving

compliance.

Evaluation of Flexibility

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

Will the alternative more readily
allow changes to the
permit/program?

Changes may be more contested
as each change would affect all of
the Copermittees.

Changes may be easier as they
would be limited to the watershed
that requires the change.

Will the alternative allow the
Copermittees greater flexibility in
meeting permit requirements?

There is little difference between
the two alternatives. Both would
contain specific detailed permit
requirements.

There is little difference between
the two alternatives. Both would
contain specific detailed permit
requirements.

Assessment

Alternative B may be slightly preferred because it may be easier to

amend.
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5. Reporting Requirements — Will the alternative increase reporting requirements?
Assumption: A permit that reduces the reporting requirements would be preferred by
the Copermittees over one that keeps the requirements the same or increases the

requirements.
Evaluation of Reporting Requirements
Criteria Alternative A Alternative B

Number of reports JURMP, WURMP, JURMP Watershed plans, watershed
annual report, WURMP annual annual reports, monitoring
report, monitoring report reports, possible special

watershed reports

Reporting effort Less effort than Alternative B, More effort than Alternative A,
because the required reports and | because new reports and formats
formats have already been would need to be developed.
developed.

Assessment Alternative A would likely necessitate development of more reports,
but Alternative B would likely require greater reporting effort.
Therefore, there is likely little difference between the two alternatives
in terms of resources expended on reporting.

6. Statewide Consistency — Is the alternative consistent with other MS4 permits within
the state? Assumption: The Copermittees will favor an alternative that is consistent
with other permits in the State rather than having to develop a new type of program.

Evaluation of Statewide Consistenc

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Consistent with other MS4 More consistent with other Less consistent with other
permits in state? permits. permits.
Is consistency necessary to . Equal - permits would have requirements necessary to address
achieve clean water? regional water quality issues.
Assessment Alt A would be preferred by Copermittees as it is similar to other
programs already in the state and region.

7. Regional Consistency — Is the alternative consistent with other MS4 permits within
the region? Assumption: The Copermittees will favor an alternative that is consistent
with other permits in the region rather than having to develop a new type of program.

Evaluation of Regional Consistency

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Consistent with other permits in More consistent with other Less consistent with other
region? permits. permits.
Is consistency necessary to Equal - permits would have requirements necessary to address
achieve clean water? regional water quality issues.
Assessment Alt A would be preferred by Copermittees as it is similar to other
programs already in the state and region.

D. STAKEHOLDER FACTOR ANALYSIS

1. Stakeholder Involvement - Will the alternative be effective in generating active _
stakeholder involvement? Assumption: Stakeholder involvement is positive, because
greater involvement can generate a better work product and more public awareness.
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Evaluation of Stakeholder Involvement

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

Which alternative would generate
more active stakeholder
involvement from environmental

groups?

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Which alternative would generate
more active stakeholder
involvement from watershed

groups?

This approach would generate
stakeholder involvement from
watershed groups, but less so than
Alternative B.

This alternative would most
likely generate more stakeholder
involvement from watershed
groups, because essentially all
activities would be conducted at
the watershed level.

Which alternative would generate
more active stakeholder
involvement from construction
and other industry groups?

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Which alternative would generate
more active stakeholder
involvement from political

groups?

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Unknown, most likely negligible
difference between the two
alternatives.

Which alternative would generate
more active stakeholder
involvement from the general
public?

This approach would generate
stakeholder involvement from the
general public, but less so than
Alternative B.

This alternative would most
likely generate more stakeholder
involvement from the general
public, because watershed efforts
would most likely be more
prominent and visible to the
public.

Assessment

Two of the identified stakeholder groups would most likely be more
involved if Alternative B were used, while the reaction of the other

identified stakeholder groups is unknown. Therefore, it appears that
Alternative B would be the recommended alternative for this factor.

2. Stakeholder Support - Will the alternative be supported by a majority of the
stakeholders? Assumption: Stakeholder support is positive, because it increases the
probability that implementation will occur and be effective.

Evaluation of Stakeholder Support

Criteria Alternative A Alternative B
Environmental groups would Environmental groups would This alternative would most
support which alternative? most likely support this likely be preferred by

alternative, but less so than
Alternative B.

environmental groups, because it
can focus more directly on
specific water quality problems
which they may be interested in.

Watershed groups would support
which alternative?

Watershed groups would most
likely support this alternative, but
less so than Alternative B.

This alternative would most
likely be preferred by watershed
groups, because it can focus more
directly on specific water quality
problems which they may be
interested in.

Construction and other industry
groups would support which
alternative?

Construction and other industry
groups would not like this
approach, but would prefer it over
Alternative B.

Construction and other industry
groups would oppose this
approach, because of its potential
for different standards in different

12




watersheds.

Political groups would support
which alternative?

Political groups would most
likely not like this approach, but
would prefer it over Alternative
B.

Political groups would most
likely oppose this approach,
because of the difficulty in using
inter-jurisdictional efforts.

The general public would support
which alternative?

Unknown which alternative
would be preferred.

Unknown which alternative
would be preferred.

Assessment

Two identified types of stakeholder groups would most likely prefer
Alternative A, two would most likely prefer Alternative B, and one’s
preference is unknown. Assuming that each type of stakeholder group
is of equal importance, it appears that neither Alternative would be
supported by stakeholders more than the other.

3. Financial Assistance — Will the alternative attract financial assistance? Assumption:
The ability to attract financial assistance is positive, because financial assistance can
result in projects which improve water quality.

Evaluation of Financial Assistance

Criteria

Alternative A

Alternative B

Will the alternative attract ,
financial assistance from grants?

‘While this alternative could
attract financial assistance from
grants, Alternative B would most
likely be more effective at
attracting financial assistance
from grants.

This alternative would most
likely be more effective at
attracting financial assistance
from grants, because well
established watershed efforts are
usually more effective in
attracting grant money.

Will the alternative attract
financial assistance from other
sources such as watershed
groups, conservancies, and
private parties?

Unknown

Unknown

Assessment

Alternative B is the preferred alternative for the Financial Assistance

factor.
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ATTACHMENT B-3b

County of San Diego

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
JOHN L. SNYDER

DIRECTOR §555 OVERLAND AVE, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1295

(858) 694-2212 FAX: (858) 268-0461
Web Site: sdcdpw.org

June 4, 2004

John Robertus

Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

REISSUANCE OF THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT
- REF: WPS: 10-5000.02:hammp

Dear Mr. Robertus:

This letter is written on behalf of the San Diego Municipal Stormwater Copermittees to
express their support of the general approach advocated by RWQCB staff in its May 7,
2004 letter, “San Diego County Storm Water Permit Reissuance Summary.” Thank you
for the opportunity to comment on staff's analysis and recommendations; we very much
appreciate receiving these materials well in advance of the scheduled re-issue date.
We would also like to offer our assistance in exploring specific details as work on this
issue progresses. The recent experience of Copermittees in implementing vastly
expanded and improved stormwater management programs should be a valuable
resource to assist you in developing an effective permit that focuses on improving water
quality.

The Copermittees recently established a Permit Re-Issuance Workgroup, which met for
the first time on May 27, 2004 to discuss the above-referenced letter. Although
individual Copermittees expressed many different ideas regarding the preferred permit
structure, all agreed with the general approach as presented by staff. The continued
refinement of municipal stormwater management programs is key to the future water
quality of the San Diego region, and we agree with staff's analysis that an increased
emphasis on watershed-based management is a logical step towards improvement.
Some program areas, such as monitoring and public education, are particularly suited to
watershed-scale activities, but the Copermittees also feel strongly that maintaining an

Kids e The Environment e Safe and Livable Communities
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appropriate balance between jurisdictional, watershed, and regional requirements
should be a focus for the RWQCB during re-issuance.

As indicated in staff's analysis (Alternative A), the expansion of watershed-based
requirements may need to be accompanied by corresponding reductions in existing
jurisdictional requirements. We appreciate your acknowledgement of this fact, and will
work with staff to identify program areas where streamlining may be appropriate. We
are particularly interested in identifying opportunities to increase efficiency, eliminate
duplication, and focus activities on priority water quality problems in our watersheds.
Copermittees are generally supportive of permit amendments that improve or streamline
our programs so long as they do not undermine those that have already been
developed. All jurisdictions have made important progress over the past few years
despite significant limitations on available staffing and financial resources. We wish to
build on past experience and progress to as great an extent as possible.

The Permit Re-lssuance Workgroup will continue to meet on a monthly schedule to
allow Copermittees to explore their thoughts and opinions on this matter. We invite
RWQCSB staff to participate in these meetings, which we also envision will include the
input of key stakeholders and regulated parties. We look forward to working with you
throughout the re-issuance process.

Please call me at 858-495-5133 if you have any questions or would like to further
discuss this issue. Thank you.

Sincerely,

AL
7 g

JON VAN RHYN, Chair
Regional Stormwater Management Committes

JVR:ez
Attachments
cc: Chandra Wallar, DPW

Jon Van Rhyn, DPW
Municipal Stormwater Copermitiees
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June 4, 2004

Mr. John Robertus

Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

BY s of n-ypp hoo?

Subject: Reissuance of the San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit, WPS:
10-5000.02:hammp

Dear Mr. Robertus:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board) staff’s Draft San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Reissuance Analysis Summary dated May 7, 2004. The City remains committed to
protecting and improving water quality in the region. Towards that end, the City will
continue to provide assistance to your staff during the development and reissuance of the
next Municipal Storm Water Permit (Municipal Permit), and participate in the
Copermittee’s Permit Re-Issuance Workgroup. We have reviewed the Reissuance
Analysis Summary and offer the following perspective.

We concur that watershed-based approaches can lead to more effective implementation of
selected water quality programs. However, a watershed-based approach is not always the
most effective management approach in addressing all water quality issues. Watershed-
based management approaches provide one of several strategies in the storm water
manager’s toolbox that when applied collectively, can more efficiently achieve our
ultimate goal: improved and sustained water quality. The key to selecting the most
effective management approach is ensuring that it is commensurate with the scale of the
issue. Our review of watershed-based approaches nationally reveals that these programs
often address a unifying issue within a large watershed area comprised of multiple
jurisdictions and agencies. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) highlighted
several successful watershed management efforts in New York and Louisiana in the joint
EPA and The Weather Channel video production titled, “After the Storm” (National
Service Center for Environmental Publications, 5 13/489-8190). These watershed-based
management approaches have been implemented at the appropriate scale: multiple
agencies collectively address a common issue whose scope franscends their jurisdictional

Storm Water Poliution Prevention Program
1970 B Street, MS 27A e Sen Diego, CA 92102
Hotline (619) 2351000 Fox (619) 525-8641
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. boundaries. The watershed approach recommended in the analysis summary is not the
most effective management approach for all program areas because it may not be at the
approprate scale. It recommends the reverse: dividing jurisdictions and issues across
multiple watersheds.

Examples where a watershed approach is most effective

— Although not overtly recognized as a watershed-based approach, the Copermittee’s
ongoing regional urban runoff monitoring program is an example of a joint effort
conducted at the appropriate watershed scale (the San Diego Hydrologic Region).

— The Copermittee’s Regional Storm Water Management Committee meetings and
workgroups (such as the Monitoring and Effectiveness Assessment Workgroups)
provide other examples of management approaches that deal with issues at the
appropriate scale.

Examples where a jurisdictional approach is most effective

— General and activity-specific storm water best management practices training for
municipal employees is clearly more effectively implemented on a jurisdictional scale.

— Annual Reporting to the Regional Board is another program activity most efficiently
done at a jurisdictional scale. Ten of the twenty-one copermittees in the region lie
within more than one watershed, four lie within three watersheds, the City 1s within six
watersheds, and the County is within nine watersheds. The more a jurisdiction’s
program efforts are divided among watersheds, the more lengthy and inefficient the
jurisdiction’s reporting process is.

Watershed-based approaches to program implementation may also not be appropriate due
to timing and the need to have the public practice common clean water behaviors
regardless of their geographic location. For example, the City’s Think Blue education and
outreach program is raising the 1.2 million City resident’s basic level of understanding and
appreciation for how their daily activities affect water quality downstream. In these first
several years of program implementation, most residents’ level of understanding is low or
nonexistent, and the program’s effectiveness relies on concise, clear, simple messages.
The City’s current education efforts stress basic watershed concepts—that each
individual’s actions affects water quality downstream—without adding complexity to the
message by identifying individual watersheds. Integrating watershed-specific messages
into our education program should not occur until the public has a basic level of
understanding.

In another example where the timing is not appropriate, the region’s temporal extent of
monitoring data in each watershed is limited to several years in most cases. It is premature
to draw strong conclusions regarding the most pressing water quality issues to be used in
educational messages in each watershed until greater certainty is established.
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We appreciate this opportunity to share our viewpoint. If you have any questions please
contact me at, (619) 525-8647, or Storm Water Specialist Drew Kleis at, (619) 525-8623.

Sincerely,

cc: Municipal Copermittees
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June 1, 2004
File # 0780-85-KY181

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Region

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4340

Attention: Mr. John Robertus, Executive Officer

SUBJECT: REISSUANCE OF THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM
- WATER PERMIT
RE.: WPS: 10-5000.02:hammp

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft San Diego County Municipal
Storm Water Permit Reissuance Analysis Summary. The City of Chula Vista has reviewed the
report and for the reasons explained below, the City believes that it will be prudent to maintain
the existing permitting approach with some changes. The City of Chula Vista finds it desirable
and logical to build on experience gained during the implementation of the existing Permit and
make minor amendments that will enhance implementation, improve effectiveness, and eliminate
duplication and ineffective activities.

Background

L. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted the existing National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Permit, Order No.
2001-01, on February 21, 2001. Implementation of the Permit effectively
commenced on February 21, 2002. The existing Permit contains very specific and
descriptive requirements and, compared to the preceding Permit, Order No. 90-42,
was considered a major change in NPDES permitting appreach. Since adoption of
the existing Permit, the Copermittees have spent substantial amounts of time and
money in: developing various programs; amending local regulations and municipal
codes; establishing monitoring and inspection procedures; and, providing training and
public education, as required by Order No. 20010-01. Some of the programs
developed by the Copermittees include:

¢ Model and local Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Programs (JURMPs).
e Model and Specific Watershed Urban Runoff Management Programs.
¢ Model and local Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).

1800 MAXWELL RD. « CHULA VISTA - CALIFORNIA 91911 « (618) 397-6000
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¢ A Memorandum of Understanding for All Copermittee Collaboration.

* A Framework for Assessing the Effectiveness of Jurisdictional Urban Runoff
Management Programs.

* A Framework for the Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMP)
Programs at Commercial and Industrial Sites.

* Wet weather and dry weather monitoring programs in compliance with the Permit
requirements.

In addition, the City of Chula Vista has:

* Developed a “Development and Redevelopment Projects Storm Water
Management Standards Requirements Manual. :

¢ Revised its Municipal Code Chapter 14.20 “Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control”

* Revised development planning review process. )

The City of Chula Vista believes that any major changes in the permitting approach in

the near future will prevent established programs from reaching maturity and will

only result in confusion of all parties involved in the development and

implementation of the programs.

Experience gained during the past two years of impleméntation of storm water
programs indicates that Copermitiees are more successful in the implementation of
Jurisdictional programs than watershed programs. This is primarily due to the fact

‘that funding and administrative procedures involved in the implementation of

jurisdictional programs can be adapted to each Copermittees’ specific policies and
available resources, whereas watershed activities require coordination among several
jurisdictions that may have conflicting policies and/or varying resources and
capabilities.

Under the present Permit, Order No. 2001-01, the San Diego Region is divided into
nine Urban Runoff Management Program Watersheds.  The Copermittees
contributing to each watershed have to implement certain watershed based activities
and programs. The Fermit requires regional consistency among the aciivitics
implemented within each watershed. This requirement has resulted in a regional
model program to be developed and copied in all watersheds. There are some
jurisdictions that contribute to more than one watershed, and are therefore required to
participate in more than one watershed program. The differences in specific
watershed activities are therefore minimal, and the outcome is that several groups
conduct similar activities. This process is uneconomical and meffective and results in
wasted resources.

There are certain program components that need to be implemented at a jurisdictional
level by each Copemmittee, even if watershed-based permits are issued. These
Include:

- CITY OF CHULA VISTA
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¢ Land-Use Planning for New Development and Redevelopment.

e Construction Inspection and Enforcement.

* Existing Development (Municipal, Industrial, Commercial, and Residential)
Inspection and Enforcement.

e Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination.

e Fiscal Analysis.

The components that can be implemented on a watershed level are:

e Wet Weather Monitoring (which is currently conducted at the watershed
level).

e Identification of water quality problems and implementation of activities to
address those problems.

e Public participation and-education.
Long-term strategies for assessing program effectiveness.

For this reason, the watershed approach to permitting will not be sufficient on its
own. If the Regional Board adopts such an approach, then major components of the
storm water program will still need to be implemented under jurisdictional authority.

Recommendation

The City of Chula Vista recommends that reissuance of the Municipal Permit be based on a
Jurisdictional approach, with the formation of a Regional Watershed Committee. The Watershed
Committee will be responsible for development and implementation of watershed activities
throughout the region. This type of permitting approach will have the following advantages:

1.

19

A Regional Watershed Committee will be in a better position than individual
watershed groups to: implement and coordinate watershed programs at a regional
level; make use of all available watershed information and monitoring data; cooperate
with other agencies and stakeholders; and, investigate problems from a more global
perspective. 4

A Regional Watershed Committee will be abie to -pool -available resources to
effectively and economically develop and implement programs that will identify and
mitigate watershed level water quality problems.

A Regional Watershed Committee will be in a better position to compete with other
grant applicants and apply for grants that will benefit all watersheds of the San Diego
County.

The current Wet Weather Monitoring program has evolved along this strategy in
which the program is conducted regionally, but monitoring investigations are
watershed oriented. This monitoring approach can be maintained.

CITY OF CHULA VISTA
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5. There are various organizations, agencies, and stakeholders that conduct watershed
studies throughout the region. A Regional Watershed Committee will cooperate with
those entities and expand available resources through information and data exchange.

For the reasons stated above, the City of Chula Vista advocates reissuance of the Permit based on
jurisdictional approach with the nine watershed workgroups replaced with a Regional Watershed
Committee that will supervise joint activities for wet weather monitoring; identification of
watershed level water quality problems; development of watershed level programs; public
education and outreach; and other watershed issues for all the watersheds of the San Diego
region.

Should you have any questions or if you need further information, please contact Kirk
Ammerman, Senior Civil Engineer, at (619) 397-6121.
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DIRECTOR‘OF PUBLIC WORKS OPERATIONS

c: Bill Ullrich, Assistant Director of Public Works Operations
Kirk Ammerman, Senior Civil Engineer

J\Engineer\NPDES\RWQCB Correspondence\Response to Reissuance of Permit.doc
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>>> "mjfconsulting” <mifconsulting@cox.net> 07/06/04 09:32AM >>>

Hi John,

This is an unofficial response to the San Diego County Municipal
Stormwater Permit Reissuance Analysis. As a consultant to many entities
on stormwater | have a strong recommendation that you continue the
permit as it now exists for several reasons:

1. All the permittees are familiar with the permit and now have a full
understanding of what the compliance and implementation requirements
are..the elected officials are funding the program even though the State
has faken away so many resources.

2. Given the lack of resources and the political support of the current
permit, any changes would open up an new look at the permit that may
bring the elected officials opposing the added costs of reformartting
etc..instead of letting the scarce financial resources be used for
continued implementation.

3. I'think more time is needed to show results before there is a change.

4. As the SWRCB would say. you really need a "smoking gun" to change
something that is working well.

5. | believe that the staff and the permittees could refine the emphasis on
the WURMP administratively without changing the permit.

In summary, you finally have a committed community moving forward
with a very tough permit. You are under the ‘radar screen". This is the year
that the administration will be looking at abolishing all Boards and
Commissions..this is great fime to show cooperation and sensitivity for
local governments. | know what your vision is and believe me..from my
perch | believe it will be realized. If you were in the trenches with me you
would see what wonderful progress this permit is having. My
recommendation is fo stay the course, let the implementation role out
and give more direction administratively on what the watershed
expectations are...if you want to talk fo me about this..please call 949-493-
8466..Warmest Regards, Mary Jane




Bryan Speegle, Director

COU N TY OF OMN GE Environmental Resources
1750 S. Douglass Road
RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT Anaheim, CA 92806

Telephone: (714) 567-6363
Fax: (714) 567-6220

July 7, 2004

John Robertus

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Region

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Draft San Diego County Municipal Stormwater Permit Reissuance
Analysis Summary ~ Code WPS:10-5000.02: hammp

Dear Mf/RdEertus

The subject document is of considerable interest to the Orange County Permittees
(County of Orange, Orange County Flood Control District and cities subject to Order No.
R9-2002-0001), since it provides an indicator of the likely future direction of MS4
regulation in the San Diego Regional Board area. The following comments are offered
as an extension of the conversation you and | had previously on this topic, and as a
contribution to what | hope will be an ongoing collaboration on the regulatory framework
that reinforces and facilitates the Permittees’ current jurisdictional, watershed and
regional efforts to protect water quality.

The rationale for the New Paradigm for Stormwater Permits cites USEPA’s Watershed
based NPDES Permitting Policy Statement (1/7/04) and highlights the recent Tualatin
River NPDES permit as a practical expression of watershed based permitting. The
Orange County Permittees are concerned that the analysis may too narrowly define the
watershed approach. Indeed, seeking to establish distinctions between jurisdictional
and watershed based programs seems to add little to the broader goal of water quality
protection and enhancement

Some elements of the watershed approach are optimized across different scales of
watershed area ranging from jurisdictional to regional. For example, the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project Bight 03 Study is a regional scale program
built around a watershed defined by the coastal zone and watersheds tributary to the
Southern California Bight. Similarly, mass media campaigns for public education clearly
benefit from being regional in nature. However, where the water quality planning
process is looking to engender local stewardship then there is clearly a case for a focus
on the sub-watershed unit.



The Orange County Permittees believe that substantial progress can continue to be
made in optimizing water quality protection based on a watershed approach but believe
that the current regulatory regime already facilitates this approach. Indeed, the
maximum extent practicable standard requires an iterative process of programmatic
improvement toward an optimization of effort which, for different program elements, may
ultimately be achieved jurisdictionally, regionally or on a discrete watershed basis.

| believe that there is a significant risk that further realignment of our recently revised
program management processes will impart substantial and unnecessary costs to the
Permittees, disrupt and confuse existing management structures, and ultimately
undermine the local stakeholder driven watershed planning approach that the current
permit has already engendered. With respect to the Orange County Stormwater
Program, the Orange County Permittees believe that there is a compelling case for an
approach to permit re-issuance that maintains, rather than seeks to modify, the current
balance of JURMP/WURMP obligations.

The Permittees appreciate the effort of your staff in presenting its analysis of permit re-
issuance options and would welcome the opportunity to further discuss the development
of a permitting strategy focused on water quality protection. Please direct any questions
any questions regarding this letter to Richard Boon at (714) 973-3168.

Sincerely,
r

éarry Mﬁ(ilr/\éy,/Manager

Watershed & Coastal Resources Division



ATTACHMENT B-4

MiNiMUM IRWM PLAN STANDARDS

Whether applying for a grant to develop an IRWM plan (planning grant) or a grant to implement
a project related consistent with an existing adopted IRWM plan (implementation grant), your
proposed or existing adopted IRWM plan must meet the standards outlined in this section. Your
plan does not have to be called an IRWM plan; you may use an existing watershed management
plan or other regional plan that meets the following standards. Where there are minimum
eligibility criteria for a specific element, they are identified in bold italics. A minimum eligibility
checklist is provided in Appendix B.

Adoption — Demonstrate adoption of the plan by the regional agency, if applicable, and each
member agency. Adoption by all appropriate agencies is a minimum eligibility requirement.

Regional Agency or Group — Describe the regional management group or regional agency
responsible for the IRWMP. Include description of member agencies and their management
responsibilities related to water and a demonstration that all agencies and groups necessary to
satisfy the objectives of the plan were included. Inclusion of at least three agencies, two of
which have statutory authority over water is a minimum eligibility requirement.

Region Description — Include a figure or figures, with accompanying descriptive narrative,
showing the region encompassed by the plan. Explain why the region is an appropriate area for
regional management. Appropriate internal boundaries to the region (service areas of the
individual agencies, groundwater basin boundaries, watershed boundaries, land use jurisdictions,
etc.), major water related infrastructure, and major land use divisions within the region shall also
be provided. Include a description of water supplies and demands in the region for a minimum
20-year planning horizon. A map of the region showing the member agencies involved in the
plan and the location of the proposed implementation projects is a minimum eligibility
requirement.

Objectives — Identify regional planning objectives and the manner in which they were
determined. Planning should address major water related objectives and conflicts in the region
covered by the plan. The Water Code (Sections 79562.5 and 79564) require consideration of
water supply reliability, groundwater management, water quality protection and improvement,
water recycling, water conservation, storm water capture and management, flood management,
recreation and access, ecosystem restoration and environmental and habitat protection and
improvement. Inclusion of one or more regional objectives and conflicts of the watersheds in
the region covered by the plan, including water supply, groundwater management, ecosystem
restoration, and water quality elements, and may include other elements consistent with Section
79562.5.is a minimum eligibility requirement.

Regional Benefits — Explain the advantages of the regional plan. Include a discussion of the
added benefits of the regional plan as opposed to individual local efforts. What objectives
necessitate a regional solution?

Integration — Present the mixture of water management strategies considered and employed in
the plan. Include a discussion of how these strategies work together to provide reliable water
supply, protect or improve water quality, and achieve other objectives. Include a discussion of
the added benefits of integration of multiple management strategies. Inclusion of at least two or
more integrated water management strategies or elements is a minimum eligibility
requirement.



Water Management Strategies — Document consideration of the following water management
elements:

Imported water

Groundwater management
Conjunctive use

Water recycling

Desalination

Water conservation

Water transfers

Surface storage

Water and wastewater treatment
Non-point source pollution control
Storm water capture and management
Flood management

Recreation and access

Wetlands enhancement and creation
Environmental and habitat protection and improvement

Water impacts of invasive species
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Watershed planning

(Not all options will have applicability in every region — a brief discussion of why an option is not
applicable should be provided. In some regions, additional elements will be needed.)

Technical Analysis — Discuss data, technical methods, and analyses used in selection of
management strategies.

Impacts — Evaluate potential negative impacts within the region and in adjacent areas. Include
an evaluation of impacts/benefits to other resources, such as air or energy. Include
documentation of completion or a plan for completion of CEQA/NEPA, and other environmental
documentation as applicable.

Stakeholder Involvement — Identify stakeholders and process used for inclusion of stakeholders
in developing the plan. Include documentation of stakeholder involvement such as inclusion of
signatory status or letters of support from non-agency stakeholders, i.e. those who have not
“adopted” the plan. Include a discussion of mechanisms and processes that have been or will be
used to facilitate stakeholder involvement and communication during implementation of the plan.
Include an identification of possible obstacles to plan implementation. Identify the institutional
structure that will ensure plan implementation

Relation to Local Planning — Discuss how the identified actions, projects, or studies relate to
planning documents held by local agencies. Discuss how these local agency planning documents
relate to IWRM strategies and the dynamics between the two levels of planning documents.

Implementation —Identify specific actions, projects, and studies, ongoing or planned, by which
the IRWM plan will be implemented. Identify the agency(ies) responsible for project execution.



Clearly identify linkages or interdependence between projects. Demonstrate economic and
technical feasibility on a programmatic level. Identify the current status of each element of the
plan, such as existing infrastructure, feasibility, pilot or demonstration project, design completed,
etc.

Priorities and Schedule — Present timelines for active or planned projects. Include a
presentation of regional priorities for implementation. Inclusion of a project prioritization and a
schedule for project implementation to meet regional needs is a minimum eligibility
requirement.

Financing - Identify beneficiaries and identify potential funding/financing for plan
implementation.

Plan Performance — Discuss measures that will be used to evaluate project/plan performance,
systems that will be used to gather performance data, and mechanisms to adapt project operation
and plan implementation based on performance data collected.

Data Management — Identify mechanisms by which data will be managed and disseminated to
stakeholders and the public, and how data collection will support statewide data needs.

Statewide Priorities — Identify statewide or state agency priorities that will be met or contributed
to by implementation of the plan or specific projects.

Coordination —Identify state or federal agencies involved with strategies, actions, and projects.
The IRWM plan shall identify of areas where a State agency or agencies may be able to assist in
communication or cooperation, or implementation of plan components or processes.
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June 21, 2004

Mr. Dominic Gregorio

Division of Water Quality

State Water Resources Control Board In reply refer to:
P.O. Box 100 1C:12-0018.01:kneds
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Dear Mr. Gregorio:

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED EXCEPTION TO THE 2001
CALIFORNIA OCEAN PLAN FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA, SCRIPPS INSTITUTION OF OCEANOGRAPHY

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (Regional Board) has
reviewed the proposed Negative Declaration for the project entitled Exception to the California
Ocean Plan for the University of California Scripps Institution of Oceanography Discharges into
the San Diego Marine Life Refuge Area of Special Biological Significance. The exception would
allow the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (Regional Board)
to consider Scripps Institution of Oceanography’s request for renewal of their NPDES Permit,
Order No. 99-83, to continue discharging wastewater to the San Diego Marine Life Refuge Area
of Special Biological Significance (ASBS).

The Regional Board supports the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) action in
granting an exception to the California Ocean Plan for the University of California, Scripps
Institution of Oceanography.

Scripps Institution of Oceanography submitted a Report of Waste Discharge to renew Order
No. 99-83, NPDES Permit No. CA0107239 on May 14, 2004. A tentative Order is currently
being drafted and if the State Board determines that certain terms and conditions listed in the
Negative Declaration are necessary to grant the exception, the terms and conditions will be
incorporated into the tentative Order. The Regional Board will consider the tentative Order at a
separate Board meeting. If the State Board does not grant the exception, Order No. 99-83 will
likely not be renewed and will be rescinded.
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Mr. Dominic Gregorio

Ocean Plan Exception for Scripps Institution of Oceanography

June 21, 2004
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions regarding this letter, the Scripps discharge, or would like to discuss our
comments please contact Ms. Sabine Knedlik at (858) 467-2725 or e-mail her at
kneds@rb9.swrcb.ca.gov.

Respectfully,

AT

HN H. ROBERTUS

Executive Officer

JHR:mpm:jrp:sk

CC:

Larry Oberti

Environment, Health and Safety
University of California, San Diego
9500 Gillman Drive

La Jolla, CA 92093-0920

Kim Driver

WTR-5

U.S. EPA Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Judy Gibson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Eric J. Larson

Ecosystem Coordinator
Department of Fish and Game
4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

Alfred L. Wanger, Deputy Director
Energy, Ocean Resources and Water
Quality Division

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Ms. Linda Sheehan, Director

Pacific Regional Office

The Ocean Conservancy

116 New Montgomery Street, Suite 810
San Francisco, CA 94105

Environmental Health Coalition
Clean Bay Campaign

1717 Kettner Boulevard, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92101

Attn: Laura Hunter

San Diego BayKeeper

2924 Emerson Street, Suite 220
San Diego, CA 92106

Attn: Bruce Resnik

Mr. Ed Kimura

Sierra Club

3820 Ray Street

San Diego, CA 92104-3623

Mr. Marco Gonzalez
Surfrider Foundation
San Diego Chapter

PO Box 1511

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Mr. David Beckman

Natural Resources Defense Council
1314 Second Street

Santa Monica, CA 90401

Dr. Anthony F. Michaels, Director
USC Wrigley Institute for
Environmental Studies

University of Southern California
AHF 232

Los Angeles, CA 90089-0371

File #:12-018.02
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